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 Social Investment 
 
In the last two years or so, the Prime Minister has made the development of a social coalition, 
involving business partnerships with the community, central to his Government’s vision of a fair 
and just Australian society.  This is clearly a new and exciting era in thinking for government, 
business and community partnerships.  However, there has been a tendency, particularly in the 
media reporting of these initiatives, especially the Prime Minister's Business Community 
Partnership awards held in 1999 and in July this year, to concentrate the agenda more on 
philanthropy and corporate donations, than on some of the many other ways that partnerships 
can develop. 
 
This paper suggests some ways in which long term partnership initiatives might be developed 
beyond the often project-based relationships developed through philanthropy and corporate 
donations, and which, for the most part, constitute most of the case studies and examples in the 
recently published Centre for Corporate Public Affairs' Corporate Community Involvement. 
Establishing a Business Case.  I will begin by making a distinction between Corporate Social 
Responsibility and Corporate Citizenship. 
 
 
 Corporate Social Responsibility and Corporate Citizenship 
 
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) is a term which has described business and society 
relations, in one form or another, for the past sixty years.  It is widely used around the world, and 
generally describes the sorts of external relations that companies have with community 
organisations.  These usually involve sponsorships, corporate gift-giving, philanthropy, cause-
related marketing, volunteerism, matched-giving programmes, short term business community 
partnerships, and a variety of project based activities involving cash or in-kind support from 
business. 
 
It is generally CSR related activities that are reported in Annual Reports, and for the most part, 
are usually more about short term brand-recognition, image building and marketing for business 
than long term sustainability, for society or business.  CSR is generally determined by a single 
financial corporate bottom line.  Corporate Citizenship, on the other hand, whilst incorporating 
CSR activities in various ways, is  a more long term approach to understanding business, often 
within a triple bottom line framework of financial, social and environmental impact of the business 
upon the communities it operates in - both external and internal.  Corporate Citizenship is 
perhaps best understood in two main ways: Strategic and Holistic.  Both involve cultural change 
within business, requiring as they do, a company to recognise the importance, and diverse 
nature, of profitability and reward to all of its stakeholders, and not just its shareholders, in social 
and environmental terms as well as financial. 
Recognising, and ensuring, social and environmental rewards is not easy, and requires business 
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to rethink its investment in the community beyond philanthropy, sponsorship and cause-related 
marketing.  This involves looking inwards to Company policies and values, before looking 
outwards to social investments.  As more and more Companies are doing this, it is crucial that 
community organisations recognise that the paradigm of CSR is changing to a more strategic 
and even holistic approach to Corporate Citizenship, which while both may include some of the 
familiar faces of CSR, involves business being dramatically more proactive in community 
investment than they have been in the past.  Community organisations need to understand these 
strategies and move with them or face being left behind in an old CSR paradigm that sees 
business as philanthropist and the community organisation as passive recipient of support.  
Business is leaving the image of itself as philanthropist behind and developing profiles of 
Corporate Citizenship which increasingly seek partnerships with community organisations that 
are mutually beneficial to both parties, and not, as the old Corporate Social Responsibility model, 
one way transactions of cash or in-kind support. 
 
 
 Holistic Corporate Citizenship 
 
This requires significant internal cultural change in an organization, with detailed attention paid to 
values, ethos, mission and long term corporate reputation, stakeholder inclusivity, employee 
engagement and so on.  This is the face where everything a Company does, both internally and 
externally, is driven by a Charter of Corporate Citizenship, or something similar - its core 
business, its internal organization and its external relations (for fuller details, see Birch, 2000 
forthcoming).  Most companies are a long way from this and I will therefore concentrate in this 
paper on the two most common interpretations of corporate citizenship: Corporate Social 
Responsibility and Strategic Corporate Citizenship. 
 
 
 Corporate Social Responsibility  
 
This focusses mainly on one-way transactions, brand recognition, money and Corporate Social 
Responsibility externalities. 
 
It is crucially important to distinguish between short term business and community relationships 
developed within a framework of corporate sponsorship, cause related marketing and/or 
philanthropy, and which generally involves a transaction of cash or in-kind support, and long term 
interactive partnerships. 
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While both are significant ways of investing in social capital, transactive relationships tend to be 
project-specific, generally emphasising results that can be delivered in a short time frame.  This 
can be enormously valuable, of course, but can be fragile and tends to establish one-sided 
relationships of dependency.  They are also very strongly driven from business-specific 
marketing and brand recognition imperatives, and are increasingly recognised by many in the 
community as driven in this direction.  
 
 
 Strategic Corporate Citizenship  
 
Broadens the focus to include social dimensions of the business and would generally involve the 
development of a more inclusive partnership however, between business and a community 
organisation(s).  Such a partnership can help to build a more effective social coalition between 
business and community through long term investments in social capital in more developed and 
sustainable ways, bringing about the sort of reflection, and change, constantly required for the 
building of a vibrant society.  This goes well beyond corporate sponsorship, philanthropy, 
marketing and brand recognition.  This is about long term sustainability, for both business and 
society, focussing on the interface between business operations and the community most 
affected by this. 
 
Such partnerships require the parties to make reciprocal commitments in cooperation with each 
other to further mutual social benefits, both recognising that together they are able to make a 
difference, not just to the short term solution of a social problem or business image or market 
position, but to a long term, sustainable, building of both social and reputational capital. 
 
Like sponsorship, such partnerships need to establish a clear business agenda, but unlike 
sponsorships, both partners need to be strongly committed to long term change; both need to be 
prepared to invest, not just the business partner, and be committed to long term sustainability.  
One of the world's leading experts in the field, Rosabeth Moss Kanter puts it this way: ‘The best 
way to ensure full commitment is to have both partners put their resources on the line.’ (Kanter, 
1999:126).  This dramatically distinguishes it from sponsorship, cause related marketing or 
philanthropy transactions. 
 
Business needs to be able to see the benefits of both faces of corporate citizenship, but to 
recognise their differences, and be honest and open about the different benefits.  More 
importantly business needs to increasingly recognise the need to professionalise the way in 
which it invests in the wider community as both a contribution to increased social cohesion and to 
a stimulation of its own business development, This is being done, more and more, by business 
by: 
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• moving from one-off cash donations to community organisations and activities to more 
innovative and leveraged funding  mechanisms 
• giving in-kind support, particularly mobilising the core competencies of the company 
• moving from one-way philanthropy to mutually beneficial relationships  
• changing focus from a charity based handout approach (except perhaps in emergencies) to 
longer term community partnerships  
• moving from a reactive funder to an active problem-solver (Financial Times 1999:16) 
 
 
Making A Difference 
 
When Danish Minister for Social Affairs, Karen Jespersen, launched a major social cohesion 
initiative in Denmark a few years ago, top of the agenda was an approach to social commitment 
which saw the active development of partnerships between government, business and civil 
society, ‘which had considerable potential for contributing to social cohesion without losing 
profitability’ (New Partnership for Social Cohesion, 1998:7).  The initiative was/is called  ‘New 
Partnership for Social Cohesion’ and was/is based on the social commitment of enterprises.  I 
call that corporate citizenship, others call it a wide range of things.  What it’s called does not 
really matter what does is that ‘The partnership idea offers a new view on the sharing of 
responsibility in society, and because of its flexibility, it is particularly well suited to meet the 
challenges of achieving social cohesion in a rapidly changing society.  The partnership approach 
is not a substitute for traditional social policies.  Rather, it is a supplement’ (p11), and has two 
basic assumptions, following the Danish model, that: 
 
1. the parties are ready to make reciprocal commitments in cooperation with each other to 
further social cohesion; and 
2. all parties in the partnership see themselves as having a role in solving social problems in 
society (p13). 
 
The four main characteristics of the partnership, therefore, again based on the Danish model, 
are: 
 
1. a recognition of MUTUAL benefit; 
2. a recognition that putting in effort together is needed rather than simply a shifting of 
burdens or responsibility from one to the other; 
3. a recognition  that voluntary  participation is needed; and 
4. a recognition that the scope of the partnership cannot be fully asessed in advance, but that 
it has to be explored in practice (p21). 
Rosabeth Moss Kanter, Professor of Business Administration at Harvard, in the May/June 1999 
issue of the Harvard Business Review suggests six main characteristics of successful 
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private/public partnerships: ‘a clear business agenda, strong partners committed to change, 
investment by both parties, rootedness in the user community, links to other community 




A Case Study: Rio Tinto's Business With Communities Program 
 
One company, Rio Tinto, the world’s largest mining company, has been applying these principles 
in many ways, quietly and unannounced, ver the last few years demonstrating a  significant 
commitment in Australia to  forging an understanding between  the creation of value for business 
through stakeholder relations and the community overall.  Several years ago The Business With 
Communities program was established on the basis of three main community principles: mutual 
respect, active partnerships and long-term commitment.  The challenge for Rio Tinto was to 
integrate the values of these community principles into its everyday business activities ‘ so that 
our employees understand the issues and incorporate the notion of being a good corporate 
citizen into their normal way of thinking.’  (Duncan & Fenney, 1999:50). 
 
Various partnerships have been developed over the years, the selection of which is closely 
matched against stakeholder expectations of Rio Tinto’s community involvement (stakeholders, 
for example, do not want Rio Tinto sponsoring sport or Art), and which can ‘help fulfil our need to 
maintain productive relationships with our stakeholders and, in turn, can extend the dimension of 
our mutual interests.’ (Duncan & Fenney, 2000: 50). 
 
The heart of the program is stakeholder dialogue - not philanthropy, community sponsorship or 
cause related marketing.  The program (which includes significant partnerships with 
organisations like Earthwatch, World Wide Fund for Nature Australia, Landcare, Australian 
Science Olympiads and the Australian Legal Resources International) has been driven by a 
philosophy that has recognised, well ahead of the field of many other businesses in Australia, 
that effective stakeholder dialogue will create mutual benefit for business and communities. 
 
Rio Tinto has been active in stakeholder surveys for several years, and in 1999 published Rio 
Tinto in Australia - Community Survey which made it clear, in the words of its Managing Director - 
Australia, Barry Cusack, that ‘Rio Tinto recognises that its long-term success depends not only 
on the quality of its operations, but on developing productive relationships with host 
communities.’ (Rio Tinto, 1999:1).  It is a two-way street, of course, and the challenge for 
business and community organisations (as well as government) is how they can all understand 
the issues involved in mutual benefit and stakeholder dialogue: that business is not just giving 
money to an organisation to plant trees, for example, but that it is seeking to create added value 
to its business and to the community overall by working in partnership with an organisation that 
may well want to spend most of its time planting trees, but which also needs to recognise that the 
stakeholders of the business providing the funds sees value in this activity for the business as 
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well as its local community.   The challenge in Australia right now is for stakeholder dialogue to 
be truly a dialogue.  And that requires patience and education on all sides. 
 
In order to achieve this, and in work I have been doing with Rio Tinto, I propose a conceptual 
framework which will help to better define and evaluate corporate/community partnerships.  This 








Effective partnerships require each partner to recognise their own distinctive organisational 
culture in order to be able to understand the other partner more effectively.  Recognition of self-




Partnerships require respect for each other, especially in the acknowledgement of organisational 
differences.  This respect requires a willingness to share – skills, knowledge, personnel and 
resources - so that while the organisations may not be equal in size, or finances, there is always 




Partnerships will not survive or develop without reflection and review.  This requires a willingness 
to be open, accountable, accessible and proactive when it comes to evaluation and change.  




Partnerships need to cope with the challenge of internal and external pressures.  They need to 
be resilient, and this requires effective (and understanding) leadership, trust, honesty and 




Each partner needs to recognise, and accept, responsibility for their part in the relationship – 
beyond simply the resource implications of a particular project, or their own self-interest.  
Commitment to sustainable success, socially, culturally, environmentally and economically, 
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Partnerships should result in rewards for all partners.  These rewards may not always be equal 
among the participants.  However, there should be a commitment to mutual benefit which 




Partnerships will always be faced with competing claims on priorities, and it is therefore crucial 
that partners are able to maintain their resolve in order to keep the partnership going, even in 
times of adversity. 
 
8. Relevance  
 
Partnerships should not be seen as one-off activities.  They should become routine parts of the 
core business of the organisation.  The way they will do that is by becoming increasingly relevant 
for all participants, by opening up new opportunities, building on existing ones, and by shaping, 




Partnerships need to be able to set measurable objectives and to benchmark against other 
partnerships, and other social, cultural and economic priorities.  They need to be able to share 
their experiences – to reference themselves, and to be referenced by others.  They need to be 
able to distinguish between the partnership itself and specific program objectives.  The former will 
always be long term, while specific projects may have relatively short lives.   
 
These principles may seem obvious.  However, if applied rigorously as a test of a 
business/community relationship, they will provide a very useful framework for reviewing the 
relationship and assessing it against a longer term target of social sustainability.  The nine 
Principles of Partnership can be applied either by: 
 
• prospective partners in order for them to develop their partnership by using the nine 
principles as guidelines for action 
 
• established partnerships in order for them to benchmark their current practices against the 
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 Responsibilities 
 
One way of ensuring this level of detailed attention to best practice business community 
partnerships is to clearly distinguish what parts of the business engage in CSR and what parts 
engage in Strategic Corporate Citizenship. 
 
To that end, the company needs to recognise that of the three main ways in which it is generally 
thought that a Company can become more involved with the community: 
 
• Charitable gifts 
• Commercial initiatives in the community 
• Community investment (i.e. strategic corporate citizenship) 
 
Charitable gifts and commercial initiatives should be the domain of the business units, particularly 
retail if relevant, enabling, in particular, commercial advantage to be gained for specific brands 
and marketing, whereas strategic corporate citizenship should be the domain of Corporate 
Services or its equivalent bringing with it longer term, more sustainable benefits to the overall 
reputation of the Company and to the development of increased social cohesion in the 
community. 
 
The Company may well remain committed to charitable gifts, sponsorship, cause-related 
marketing and other such initiatives but these need to be recognised and accepted as a 
significant business activity designed to positively increase brand awareness and image. 
 
The company may also be committed to long term sustainable investment in the community, 
committed to providing the best possible service to all of its shareholders and recognising the 
indispensable value of its workforce, and so, to that end, may develop a Business/Community 
Partnership program, by actively seeking an appropriate community partner.    
 
To that end the company needs to recognise the importance of fully committing to stakeholder 
inclusivity, where the views and input of both the external and internal stakeholders of the 
Company, need to be sought in the development and maintenance of such a program. 
 Criteria for Sustainable Success 
 
A company needs to recognise that, like its commitment to growing a strong business, the 
establishment, maintenance and continued long term development of such a business 
community program should not be entered into lightly, and following criteria I would suggest need 
to be put in place to ensure sustainable success for the program: 
 
• That both parties are committed to a philosophy of mutual benefit, and that this benefit can be 
articulated and understood by both parties. 
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• That neither party will be in a dependency relationship to the other party as a result of the 
partnership. 
 
• That both parties are able to demonstrate the relevance of the partnership to their own 
stakeholders and to society at large. 
 
• That both parties are sufficiently resourced to be able to make a difference, both within the 
partnership itself to each other's organisations, but also to the immediate community(ies) in 
which the partnership operates, and, where appropriate, to society  at  large. 
 
• That both parties are demonstrably professional in their approach to the partnership. 
 
• That while social investment at the grassroots community level is a strategic priority for the 
Company, this is likely to be best achieved through sponsorship, and so within the 
business/community partnership program both parties   should be committed and able to 
develop the partnership beyond  the local to a national and even global perspective, in order 
to develop long term value for all the stakeholders. 
 
• That both parties recognise the strategic importance of the partnership beyond the program 
resourcing, objectives and deliverables, to the longer term importance to both the parties of 
sustainability, reputation, social cohesion, good corporate citizenship and loyalty. 
 
• That both parties are committed to a philosophy of engagement for the management, staff, 
employees and/or members of both organisations in the planning, running and development 
of the partnership program and activities. 
 
• That both parties are committed to transparency and accountability in all aspects of the 
partnership having the highest regard for individual rights and ethical, social, legal and 
environmental imperatives. 
• That both parties are committed to environmentally sound and energy efficient practices. 
 
• That both parties are committed to growing as a learning organisation and will commit to the 
following Principles of Partnership. 
 




 Some Potential Commercial Advantages from a Business/Community Partnership 
Programme 
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• new sources of information 
• a new  way to innovate  
• better accountability systems 
• developing from short term sales devices to more long term strategic business planning 
• ability to influence the norms and attitudes of stakeholders 
• greater public confidence in the company 
• opportunity to redefine core business principles 
• becoming a more principled company 
• willingness to reinvent the company’s social commitment 
• better management of community perceptions in order to better manage business 
performance 
• enhanced influence on the community 
• improved business/corporate reputation and image 
• probable  improved labour productivity 
• likely long-term increased financial performance 
• potential to open up new markets and expand existing ones 
• the development of a more flexible workforce 
• possible  improvement on product and/or service quality 
• improved quality of labour force if social responsibility and good corporate citizenship is 
seen to be an asset of the work place 
• probable reduced staff turnover  
• higher qualified job applicants 
• increased employee loyalty 
• reduced absenteeism 
• opportunity to contribute more to social and public policy formulation 
• skill sharing 
• more highly motivated workforce involved in volunteerism, skills sharing, staff leasing and 
pro bono work in the community 
• better training and staff development within the business 
• more community based job training 
• establishment of a continuous dialogue with stakeholders 
• possibility of  job creation 
• more active role in public/community debate 
• greater recognition of stakeholder influence 
• a more positive attitude towards stakeholders and the community 
• a greater understanding of the role of stakeholder and consumer  
• influence on business policy and practice 
• a more inclusive and transparent business culture 
• likely long-term improvement in the company’s stock performance on the market 
• likely  increase in investors wanting to invest in a more socially responsible company 
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Jane Nelson, without doubt one of the world's leading expert on business community 
partnerships, argues that  'a reputation for good corporate governance can lead to competitive 
advantage and that this calls for new types of partnership both within companies and between 
companies and their stakeholders.  Partnerships and alliances' she says, ' especially between 
companies and their primary stakeholders is becoming more and more important and while it is 
clear that there needs to be more research of the links between corporate competitiveness and 
partnerships with communities and other stakeholders, there is increasing anecdotal evidence of 
the value' (Nelson, 1996:4).  She outlines four core management strategies that companies must 
pursue in order to simultaneously achieve corporate competitiveness and good corporate 
governance.  They are reputation management, relationship management, responsiveness to 
systems and service needs and resource efficiency and enhancement.  All of these call for 
greater cooperation between functional divisions within a company and between the company 
and its stakeholders (Nelson, 1996:7)  
 
This major report recommends that 'companies, NGOs, governments and international agencies 
place increased emphasis on studying and rewarding corporate good practice in terms of both 
individual companies and their partnerships with others, joint efforts to raise awareness of the 
benefits and mechanisms of partnership, greater engagement in the public policy dialogue to 
encourage government support for cross-sector partnerships, the identification and/or 
establishment of joint demonstration projects, a joint education and capacity building exercise 
based on experiential learning and aimed at educating developmental professionals, government 
officials, NGO and business managers and similar initiatives aimed at educating some of the 
leaders of tomorrow.' (Nelson, 1996:9) We are well on the way to this in Australia, but a great 
deal more needs to be done, not least in the education of not for profit organisations in 
recognising and engaging with the significant changes taking place in the corporate sector. 
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